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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-24 have been examined. Application 10/008,259 (SYSTEM AND 
METHOD FOR PROFILING DIFFERENT USERS HAVING A COMMON COMPUTER 
IDENTIFIER) has a filing date 10/29/2001. 

Response to Amendment 

2. In response to Final Rejection filed 12/11/2006, the Applicant filed an RCE on 
04/13/2007, which amended claims 1-5, 7, 12, 13, 16-19, 23 and 24. Applicant's 
amendment overcame the Claim 19 objection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

3. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
niaking and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact tenns as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most neariy connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 1 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to 
which it pertains, or with which it is . most nearly connected, to make and/or use the 
invention. Said claims recite "the generated user identifier key indicating the generated 
user profile history is associated with a user that is different than a user associated with 
the key stored in the memory. Applicant's specification simply discloses generating a 
user profile history from activity data and, if the activity data does not match an activity 
data already stored in memory, then generating a new user profile history (see page 
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10). However, Applicant's specification is not enabling in describing how to determine if 

said generated new user profile history is from the same user or from another user. 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out 
and distinctly claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his 
invention. 

Claims 1 and 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. Claims 1 and 13 recites "generating a user identifier 
key from the key data and generating a user profile history from the extracted profile 
data in response to the key data corresponding to a key stored in the memory and the 
extracted profile data failing to correlate to the user profile history stored in the memory 
in association with the key stored in the memory; storing the generated user identifier 
key in the memory; and storing the generated user profile history in the memory in 
association with the generated user identifier key and the key to which the key data 
corresponded so the generated user profile history is associated with a user that is 
different than a user associated with the user profile history stored in association with 
the key stored in memory to which the key data corresponded. Said limitation is 
indefinite because it is not clear how the generated user identifier key indicates that the 
generated user profile history is associated with a user that is different from a user 
associated with the key stored in the memory. For purpose of art rejection, said 
limitation would be interpreted as simply correlating user profile history data with 
previously stored user profile history data in order to better identify a user's preference 
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and better target ads to said user. Claim 13 recites "but both the generated user profile 
history and the user profile history stored in the memory are associated with the key that 
corresponded to the key data". For purpose of art rejection said limitation would be 
interpreted as meaning generating more that one profile for a user based upon said 
user activity or transaction data. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under 
section 122(b), by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for patent by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, 
except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application 
filed in the United States only if the international application designated the 
United States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English 
language. 

Claims 1-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Blasko 
(US 2001/0049620). 

As per claim 13. Blasko teaches: 

A method for profiling different users having a common temninal Identifier 
comprising: 

storing user profile histories in a memory, each user profile history being stored 
in the memory in association with a key (see paragraphs 129-130). 
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receiving the user activity data at a server from clients over a computer network 
(see paragraph 150); 

receiving user activity data from tlie server (see paragraphs 50-53); 

extracting profile data from the user activity data (see paragraph 96); 

searching the user activity data for key data that Identifies one of a user terminal 
and a user account (see paragraphs 133, 113 "random ID or MAC-ID"; paragraph 53 
"profile ID"; paragraph 66 "social security number"; paragraph 116 "profile vectors may 
be tracked by virtual Identifiers such as a random ID and this ID may act as a profile 
vector Identifier"); 

determining whether the key data located in the user activity data corresponds to 
a key stored in the memory (see paragraph 52 "profile vector having a transaction ID 
may be compared against previously store profile vectors to detemnine suitable 
advertisements"); 

generating a user identifier key from the key data and generating a user profile 
history from the extracted profile data in response to the key data corresponding to a 
key stored in the memory and the extracted profile data failing to correlate to the user 
profile history stored in the memory in association with the key stored in the memory; 
storing the generated user identifier key in the memory; and storing the generated user 
profile history in the memory in association with the generated user Identifier key and 
the key to which the key data corresponded so the generated user profile history is 
associated with a user that is different than a user associated with the user profile 
history stored in association with the key stored in memory to which the key data 



Application/Control Number: 10/008,259 Page 6 

Art Unit: 3622 

corresponded but both the generated user profile history and the user profile history 
stored in the memory are associated with the key that corresponded to the key data. 
Blasko teaches creating transaction profile vectors based on or more actions in a 
transaction and transmitting said vectors to a correlation server, which stores them 
along with specific profile vectors, wherein profile ID are used to correlate said vectors 
with previously stored vectors (see paragraphs 20, 21 , 77-78). 
As per claim 14, Blasko teaches: 

The method of claim 13 wherein the profile data is extracted from session data 
(see paragraph 96). 

As per claim 1 5, Blasko teaches: 

The method of claim 13 wherein the profile data is extracted from browse period 
data (see paragraphs 96 and 117). 

As per claim 16, Blasko teaches: 

The method of claim 13 the determination that the key data corresponds to a key 
stored in the memory includes: comparing a site identifier and a resource identifier in 
the extracted profile data with the site identifiers and resource identifiers in user profile 
histories stored in the memory (see paragraphs 1 17, 160) . 

As per claim 17, Blasko teaches: 

The method of claim 16, the comparison of the site identifier and the resource 
identifier in the extracted profile data to site identifiers and resource identifiers in user 
profile histories further comprising: 
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detecting a low level of correspondence between the site identifier and the 
resource identifier of the extracted profile data and the site identifiers and resource 
identifiers in a user profile history stored in the memory (see paragraphs 130-131). 

As per claim 18, Blasko teaches: 

The method of claim 16 wherein the profile data extraction extracts metadata 
associated with the site identifier and the resource identifier in the extracted profile data 
(see paragraph 117). 

As per claim 19, Blasko teaches: 

The method of claim 16 further comprising: 

identifying a user at a terminal identified by a computer identifier that generated 
the user activity data received by the server by determining which one of at least two 
user profile histories, each of which is stored in the memory in association with a key, 
each l<ey being associated with the computer identifier corresponds with the extracted 
profile data and selecting an advertising file for transmission to the terminal, the 
selected advertising file corresponding to the identified user (see paragraphs 20, 21, 87. 
130). 

As per claim 20, Blasko teaches: 

The method of claim 16 wherein the comparison of site identifiers in the extracted 
profile data and the user profile histories stored in the memory compares cookies (see 
paragraphs 92 and 96). 

As per claim 21 , Blasko teaches: 
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The method of claim 16 wherein the comparison of site identifiers in the extracted 
profile data and the user profile histories stored in the memory compares Internet 
Protocol (IP) addresses (see paragraph 96). 

As per claim 22, Blasko teaches: 

The method of claim 18 wherein the profile data extraction extracts a subscriber 
identifier that identifies a subscriber site on a cable television network (see paragraphs 
104-105). 

As per claim 23, Blasko teaches: 

The method of claim 22 wherein the profile data extraction extracts a tuned 
channel identifier and metadata, the tuned channel identifier identifying a transmission 
channel to which a receiver is tuned at the identified subscriber site and the metadata 
identifies program content on the tuned channel (see paragraphs 104, 105, 121, 150). 

As per claim 24, Blasko teaches: 

The method of claim 23 further comprising: 

identifying a user at the subscriber site identified by the subscriber identifier by 
determining which one of at least two user profile histories, each of which is stored in 
the memory in association with a key, each key being associated with the subscriber 
identifier for the subscriber site at which the user tuned the channel, corresponds with 
the extracted profile data (see paragraph 114) and selecting an advertising file for 
transmission to the subscriber site, the selected advertising file corresponding to the 
identified user (see paragraph 150) . 
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Claims 1-12 are system claims which contains the same limitations as claims 13- 

24. 

Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments filed 04/13/2007 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. The Applicant argues that Blasko does not teach the limitation that 
enables the user profile generator to detect a new user at a device for which a user 
profile history has been previously stored and to identify a new user in a unique manner. 
The Examiner answers that Applicant's specification is not enabling in determining how 
to detect a new user at a device for which a user profile history has been previously 
stored and to identify a new user in a unique manner. Applicant's specification simply 
discloses generating a user profile history from activity data and generating a new user 
profile history if said activity data does not match previously stored dictivity data. Blasko 
generates a user profile history from activity data (see paragraphs 96-97), correlates 
said profile history with previously stored profile vectors and target ads based upon said 
correlation (see paragraphs 21, 22, 56). Therefore, contrary to Applicant's argument, 
Blasko teaches Applicant's claimed invention. 

The Applicant argues that nothing in Blasko compares the data in profile vectors 
previously stored for the user with the user profile vectors generated by the local 
profiler. The Examiner answers that Blasko teaches that the profile vectors would be 
compared to archive profile vectors to determine viewer receptiveness to a particular 
ads (see paragraph 154). Therefore, contrary to Applicant's argument, Blasko teaches 
Applicant's claimed invention. 
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The Applicant argues that Blasko fails to teach that the correlation server stores 
the current profile vector with a profile identifier that is different than the profile identifier 
for the previously stored profile vectors if the user identification can be correlated to an 
identifier for previously stored profile vectors but the current profile vector fails to 
con^espond with the previously stored profile vectors associated with the profile identifier 
stored in the correlation server. The Examiner answers that Blasko compare profile 
vectors with previously archive profile vectors in order to identify a user and detennine 
said user receptiveness to a particular advertisement (see paragraph 154). Therefore, 
contrary to Applicant's argument, Blasko teaches Applicant's claimed invention. 



6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to DANIEL LASTRA whose telephone number is 571-272- 
6720 and fax 571-273-6720. The examiner can normally be reached on 9:30-6:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, ERIC W. STAMBER can be reached on 571-272-6724. The official Fax 
number is 571-273-8300. 



Conclusion 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status Information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status Information for unpublished applications Is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more infomnation about the PAIR system, see http://palr-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). 




Daniel Lastra 
July 1 . 2007 



